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Introduction 
Social enterprises have developed as a leading way to deal with social and environmental issues by applying market-based solutions. They combine entrepreneurial creativity with a social purpose in mind while obtaining both financial sustainability and social benefit. The hybrid orientation of social enterprises allows them to fill in the gaps of public sector and private sector responses to society's problems by addressing complex global issues (for example, poverty, inequality, and environmental challenges) (Cardella et al, 2021). But the dual orientation also creates specific strategic and operational tensions. This essay will explore the opportunities and challenges of social enterprises using a SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) framework grounded in relevant academic theory and examples from the field. 











Strengths 
A key strength of social enterprises is the hybrid business model that combines commercial with social objectives. This embraces the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) which focuses on the pursuit of profit, people, and planet while not considering them separate (Jain et al., 2021). Having financial performance combined with a social purpose gives social enterprises the ability to be flexible in securing resources, as they can employ multiple streams of funding, for example earned income, grants and impact investment (Verwaal et al., 2022). 
An example is Grameen Bank in Bangladesh who first introduced microfinance to help women entrepreneurs. The ability to be sustainable while improving social welfare in the community, is a great example of hybrid organisations as a vehicle for creating long-term value and social capital (Yunus, 2007).Social capital, the network and relationships present within a community, embodies an important social process that enables collaboration and innovation, thereby elevating the organisational capacity of social enterprises to create change (Hidalgo et al., 2024).
Social enterprises often achieve high levels of legitimacy and trust among their stakeholders, establishing the credibility of their mission based on their explicit purposes to deliver social outcomes. This morally legitimised positioning enhances stakeholder engagement and leads to a better level of client and employee loyalty and motivation. Increasingly, consumers are showing an affinity for brands that exhibit ethical character and sustainable practices which can add an important competitive edge to socially driven enterprises when attempting to penetrate more socially conscious markets (Cardella et al., 2021). Divine Chocolate is an example of an organisation that markets itself as co-owned by cocoa farmers in Ghana and has, therefore, been able to gain a reputation for fairness and ethical forms of production, aligning with the ethical consumption practices of some of their target markets. Ultimately, such organisations reflect the opportunities of combining community empowerment with an economically viable approach and a solidified practice of purpose-driven community ventures.
Weaknesses
Conversely, there are some significant internal weaknesses associated with social enterprises. One of the persistent issues is known as mission drift which is the monitoring of social or impact objectives and a continued focus on financial objectives, especially amid market pressures (Klein et al., 2021). Finding the proper equilibrium between achieving social objectives and economic viability can manifest internal stress within the organisation as it grows and starts to attract investors seeking financial returns. Once a social enterprise starts to prioritise issues of commercial objectives, the organisation may compromise the social mission which can dilute stakeholder trust and legitimacy. As a concern, this commonly occurs for organisations as they develop, where leadership, governance, and commitment to social impact objectives is built up and, consequently, established legitimacy of the organisation is developing (e.g., community-based enterprise, legacy-based enterprise, etc.) (Mithursan et al. 2024).
In addition, the difficulty to measure social impact is another potential weakness of social enterprises. Social impact is challenging to assess, particularly relative to articulating financial performance established through objectives based on profit and loss statements. Many organisations find it difficult to develop good evaluation systems that will accurately reflect the real difference their activities achieve (Carman & Fredericks, 2008). The lack of standardised indicators can limit transparency, accountability, and investor confidence. While there are frameworks such as Social Return on Investment (SROI), they remain lengthy, consume large amounts of resource, and incorporate subjective judgement, which limits the potential for cross agency comparison.
Financial pressures also aggravate these limitations. Social enterprises often exist in resource-poor environments that limit access to traditional finance. The hybrid nature of social enterprises also deters traditional investors who may view them as neither fully commercial nor fully charitable (Ko & Liu, 2021). Scant working capital ultimately restricts either expansion of the organisation, or investment in innovation. Often many smaller social enterprises rely on grant funding or volunteers to continue, making them vulnerable to fluctuations in funding. Organisationally, overhead management and systems may also lag behind those of traditional commercial organisations creating inefficiencies and contemplating the viability of the strategic organisation. 
Opportunities
The current global context also provides many opportunities for social enterprises. The global consciousness around sustainability, ethical consumption and accountability has led to an increasing demand for socially responsible products and services. Businesses that fulfil a social mission now generate greater reach in the marketplace as younger generations, especially, are willing to pay a premium for brands that align with their ethical values (Wach et al., 2023). This cultural shift in consumer preference commercially extends to social enterprises for selling in the marketplace while providing an avenue to address their social mission. 
Technological innovation also represents another clear opportunity. The growing access to digital platforms also allows social enterprises to scale their impact affordably while having the ability to reach global audiences and improve systems. The success of Too Good To Go, a digital platform that alleviates food surplus provided by restaurants, demonstrates how technology can enhance environmental and financial sustainability. Online crowdfunding and social media marketing have similarly reduced financial barriers for small social ventures, helping them grow visibility and source funds (Cardella et al., 2021). 
Institutional support has increased the enabling environment for social enterprise growth. Governments, investors, and international organisations are increasingly aware of the role social entrepreneurship can play in achieving sustainable development goals. Policies such as the UK Social Value Act (2012), which says social outcomes are as important as other outcomes in public procurement, create an enabling environment for social enterprises to approach new markets. Growth of the impact investment field, now surpassed the value of more than one trillion dollars globally, has opened new sources of investment financing aligned with a mission (Verwaal et al., 2022). Together these issues demonstrate trends towards greater convergence between the creation of economic and social value as well as increased opportunity for new models of innovation and scaling efforts. 
Social enterprises also have a chance to build cross-sector partnerships that develop additional resources and increase their influence. Partnering with corporations, government, and non-profits can allow social enterprises to leverage additional expertise, technology, and funding. For instance, partnerships between multinational corporations and local social enterprises at the base of the pyramid have shown how increasingly shared value strategies support both business and community development (Verwaal et al., 2022).
Threats 
Despite exciting opportunities, the social enterprises will experience several external threats that impact their very viability. Of primary concern is an increase in competition and market imitation. With a rise in corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices in recent years, it has become commonplace for non-social enterprise businesses to use the language and approaches of social enterprises without commitment to social change, termed green washing or "CSR washing." Consequently, with confusion, it leads to more difficulty and sustainability for a legitimate social enterprise to build itself (Cardella et al., 2021). When companies with more capacity engage in a minimal action to act socially responsible, it can significantly impact the availability of resources of other small purpose-based organisational actors. 
There are also potential regulatory and political instability threats, as many social enterprises are reliant on some form of government funding (i.e., grant, support or contract) where again more reliable resources could be affected in the future due to policy changes, recession, and other political agenda and priorities (Ko and Liu, 2021). Not to mention in a developing economy the limits of institutional frameworks in the form of independent bureaucracy impacting operational capacity of the social enterprise. 
An external threat is the talent shortage of skilled leaders who understand hybrid approaches, where social enterprise growth is the idea of balancing efficiency with social empathy, which is not easy to find (Mithursan et al., 2024). To compound this issue, there is also competition with other organisations who similarly rely on funding support and human capital (as the sector grows) which pushes the social enterprise even more towards the margins. 
Moreover, many social enterprises have issues of continued mission drift due to external pressures of their partners or investors. Social enterprises are also often seeking investments to secure funding dollars to secure their market share of social opportunity, but then they quickly accede to social outcomes based on what is measurable in the form of financial returns vs. social equalling wellbeing or environmental aspects measure first before truly achieving social change or impact measuring (Ko and Liu, 2021) in time, this external pressure can completely change the identity of the social change opportunity before the social change opportunity can socialise (Ko and Liu, 2021), and in fact not only is this a threat to social enterprises but this could moderate commonly count as the deadliest threat to social enterprises sustainability as just going social and this as well has all external pressures just as hybrid businesses have pressures . This continues to be one of most archaic threats to the social enterprise sector is the threat of balancing social impact with commercial sustainability. 
Conclusions
Social enterprises are an innovative and transformative approach, whereby entrepreneurship is engaging societal problems. Even with key advantages of hybrid business models to earn stakeholder trust, and values of sustainability included in their physical organisational space, social enterprises have the potential to fit in their work fit efficiently in the accelerating purpose driven global capitalist economy. Updates ethical consumption and positive digital use, and likely policy opportunities can be external trends of potential opportunities for social enterprises alike. Nonetheless, common external and internal threat from competition to resources, institutional and sectors weaknesses continue to cut both ways on status quo of becoming more complex barriers (Hidoglo et al. 2024).
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